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Abstract 
This study aims at investigating and analyzing two aspects of hedging in the first English spoken political action: 
(1) types of the devices, and (2) the reasons behind uttering them. The corpus providing the database for the study 
is Barrack Obama’s first televised interviews after being inaugurated as the president. Selecting him is absolutely 
for considering that he is the best representative to represent the other native politicians in spoken discourse. The 
questions and comments in the interviews were centered on the interviewee’s position. A body of 130 sentences 
from the first interview and 136 sentences from the second one were got for a detailed analysis as the data. For 
the goals, they were described qualitatively with the so-called ‘intertextuality’ as the assistant to get the valid and 
reliable findings. Findings have shown that: (i) numerous means of hedging produce numerous pragmatic 
functions, (ii) conversational and discourse strategies including Grice’s maxim’s are rarely adhered to in spoken 
political discourse, (iii) hedging is able to stem from the inner conflict between intention and desire, and (iv) As 
a president, Obama hardly produces a sentence that is free of all kinds of indirectness, indetermination, 
approximation or vagueness.  
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Introduction 
Politics is an effort for power in order to put certain political, economic and social ideas into practice. 
For politicians, language, thus, is always a powerful tool to lose or to win. This is, however, a very clear fact that 
makes them think twice before answering questions as they want to protect themselves against any future possible 
criticism if proved wrong later on (Taweel et al., 2011: 175). In this process, no wonder, if their first political 
actions, specifically the first presidential-media interviews, are delicately prepared and accompanied by hedging 
devices. 
The term hedging is now used to cover a number of interrelated concepts, namely indetermination, 
vagueness, indirectness and approximation (Zuck & Zuck, 1986; Brown & Levinson, 1987; Hyland, 1998; Btoosh, 
1999; Btoosh, 2004; Varttala, 2001; Vass, 2004; Chavez; 2004; Ayodobo, 2007; Vazques & Giner, 2008; 
Donesch-Jezo, 2010; see Taweel et al., 2011: 171). In a more comprehensive account of the term, hedging is 
associated with all terms or expressions leading lack of full commitment (Fraser, 2010: 201).  
Hedging is a rhetorical strategy. By uttering a term or perhaps choosing a certain structure, the speaker 
shows a lack of a full commitment either to the full category membership of an expression in the utterance or to 
the intended illocutionary force of the utterance (Taweel et al., 2011: 171). 
By using hedging devices, speakers are able to indicate a lack of commitment to the truth of the 
proposition and not to express the commitment categorically. Realizing the important roles of hedging devices in 
communication and their unique pragmatic functions, unfortunately, it is found that little study has been conducted 
concerning on them in political discourse. An unfortunate fact that has presented a serious challenge for the 
researcher to investigate the hedging devices used by the politician. 
As a matter of fact, in addition, since hedging is a rhetorical strategy with all of its unique pragmatic 
functions and its devices are context-dependent devices (Lakoff, 1973: 484), there are absolutely certain reasons 
for selecting them in the first political actions. This study, thus, intends to also concern on them. 




Given the enormous politicians, it is crucial to carefully investigate the selected hedging devices uttered 
by one of the English native speaker politicians to be the subject of this study. Barrack Hussein Obama was chosen 
as the subject of the data since he has a very incredible public speaking skill. As the 44th U.S president, Barrack 
Obama ran for president on a ticket promising change and came to the white house with high expectations from 
his supporters. Selecting Barrack Obama as the main subject is absolutely not without any other reasons.  
It is known that the United States of America was one of the first republics of the modern era, and to this 
day possesses one of the world's longest-lasting political regimes. No wonder if political leadership in this country 
been stable over the years. Once a president is elected, it is almost impossible to get rid of him until the following 
election. Then, because Obama is the very special first-black president of this world's foremost economic and 
military power country in an historic election, so, it is believed that by selecting his first media live-broadcasted 
interviews, this study can be one of the most useful and enduring insights to come out of the recent study of 
language use for investigating the way a politician applies hedging.  
Another crucial reason for selecting Barrack Obama also deals with the fact that hedging is affected by 
gender: women’s speech lacks authority. Lakoff (1972:90) states that women prefer uttering unassertive style of 
communication to the assertive one. That is, they must learn to eliminate their statements of declarative force (p. 
174). No wonder, thus, studying how and why a man politician applies hedging in his first political action is much 
preferred than a woman. 
Up to this point, involving mass media, specifically the live-broadcasted interview on TV, has something 
to do with political discourse. Realizing that politicians are not the only participants in the domain of political 
discourse, the various recipients in political communicative events, such as the public and the ‘mass media’ are 
also crucial to be included (Atkinson &Heritage, 1984; Boden & Zimmennan, 1991; Van Dijk, 1985; Van Dijk, 
1997: 20). 
The other major point in this argument is that such an analysis of political discourse should not merely 
be a contribution to discourse studies but also to political science (Van Dijk, 1997: 11). This means that PDA 
should be able to deal with issues that are discussed in political science. What the linguists and scholars find in 
political science are studies on political communication and rhetoric (Bitzer, 1981; Swanson & Nimmo, 1990; 
Van Dijk, 1997: 12). This fact, therefore, is another crucial reason for getting Barrack Obama’s first presidential 




Figure 1: The Political Science Issues of the Research (Van Dijk, 1997) 
 
Hedging is very crucial for politicians, as stated by Taweel et al. after conducting a research on “Hedging 
in Political Discourse” in 2011. The data of the study consists of seventeen randomly selected televised interviews 
with a number of Arab politicians and leaders during the third Gulf War, the Desert Fox. The questions and 
comments in all the interviews were centered on the interviewees’ positions from the war and the proposed 
solutions. A body of 13, 168 words was selected for a detailed analysis. However, due to the Arab hedging devices, 
it is absolutely wondering the readers to know how and why hedging in English spoken political interviews 
applied. Moreover, though the pragmatic functions of this previous study have been described well qualitatively, 
since other facts or texts to strengthen the arguments were not touched, subjectivity is strongly felt by the readers. 
Although the interpretation of a text is never totally objective and the researcher’s interpretation affects the 
message positively or negatively depending on his/her own understanding of the issue, it is still a must for the 
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This fact, therefore, has encouraged this study’s researcher to refer to other texts (intertextuality) for not 
only getting her interpretation less subjective but also more valid. In other words, intertextuality was used as one 
of the most important aspects to interpret the data.  
This study, thus, treated hedges as context dependant means and that there is no limit to the linguistic expressions 
that can be considered as hedges. In other words, almost any linguistic item or expression in this study was 
interpreted as a hedge depending on the communicative context. 
Overall, a study of hedging in Barrack Obama’s first presidential interviews (2009 and 2012) has been 
conducted to investigate the kinds of hedging devices used and the reasons for selecting them. The formulation of 
the research questions are: 
1. What are the types of hedging devices used by Barrack Obama in his first presidential interviews (2009 
and 2012)? 
2. Why does Barrack Obama apply hedging in his first presidential interviews (2009 and 2012)? 
a. What are the strategies employed to serve hedging? 
b. What are the pragmatic functions of hedging devices uttered? 
 
Method 
In conducting this study, the researcher used descriptive qualitative as the research design. Here, the 
researcher applied qualitative research as it can give the readers sufficient details of how and why hedging is 
always a powerful tool used by a politician in his first political action. In a more comprehensive sentence, 
qualitative research was used to add rich detail and nuance that illustrates or documents existing knowledge of 
Barrack Obama’s hedging in his first presidential interviews. Thus, by having this qualitative research, the hedging 
perspective of a political discourse that is not well understood because of the narrow perspectives used before 
could be widen. Besides, a political phenomenon is difficult or impossible to approach or to capture quantitatively  
The data were the utterances of Barrack Obama in his first presidential interviews after being inaugurated 
as the 44th U.S president. 
Sources:  
1. The first presidential interview in the first presidency term was shown in Dubai AlArabia TV interviewed 
by Hisham Melhem in 17 minutes 29 seconds on January 27, 2009.  
2. The first presidential interview in the second presidency term was shown in Bloomberg TV interviewed 
by Juliana Goldmannin in 19 minutes on December 4, 2012.  
 
Findings 
This first part is presented to analyze and discuss hedging devices types in President Obama’s first 
presidential interviews. As a starting point, it seems acute to reconsider that not all of the president’s statements 
express attitudes and feelings can be used for hedging. As has been declared in the previous paragraphs, what this 
study conducts deals with epistemic means that convey the speaker’s complete commitment in the truth of a 
statement.  
Secondly, hedging is mainly manifested into two major classes namely Approximators and Shields. 
Approximators refer to hedging devices that affect the truth condition of the statement and may change the 
meaning of the statement. They are further classified into Adaptors and Rounders. While Adaptors can be regarded 
as modifier, Rounders indicate the inexact case. Unlike Approximators, Shields refer to hedging devices that do 
not affect the truth condition but reflect the degree of speakers’ convictions to the truth of the statement. They are 
divided into Plausibility Shields and Attribution Shields. Plausibility shields are used to show speakers’ own 
attitude towards a statement. Then, Attribution Shields attribute the speaker's degree of uncertainty.  
 
1. Types of Hedging Devices in Obama’s First Presidential Interviews 
The data would cover the first presidential interviews of Obama after being inaugurated as the 44th U.S 
president in the first and second presidency terms. The first one was his first presidential interview in January 27, 
2009 interviewed by Hisham Melhem. The second one was his first presidential interview in December 4, 2012 
interviewed by Juliana Goldman. Given 130 sentences from the first data and 136 sentences from the second one. 
This study would only focus on the president’s sentences (the politician’s utterances). The types of hedging 
devices in president Obama’s first presidential interviews are listed in the following table: 







Table (1): Listing Types of Hedging Devices  
 
No Types Subclasses  Members Data Total 
1 2 
1 Shields a. Plausibility 
Shields 
 
I think  21 13 34 
I don’t think  1 1 
I believe 3 1 4 
I don’t want to 
prejudge 
1  1 
I’m absolutely certain 1  1 
I might not agree 1  1 
Maybe 1  1 
May 1  1 
For me 1  1 
There’s possibility/ 
probably 
1 4 5 
Question 1 2 3 
I don’t expect  1 1 
I’ve suggested  2 2 
I recognize  2 2 
I hope  1 1 
I don’t really  1 1 
I’m really confident  1 1 
Total 32 29 61 
  b.Attribution 
Shields 
We don’t always know 1  1 
From there 1  1 
We think/ For us to 
think 
2  2 
If we 4 10 14 
We might 1  1 
Hillary Clinton has 
expressed this in her 
confirmation 
1  1 
If it 3  3 
It’s possible for us 1  1 
Anybody who has 
studied the region 
1  1 
They simply think 1  1 
What that tells me 1  1 
If you- If they 1 6 7 
As you say 1  1 
Some Muslim leader 
may 
1  1 
People who may 2  1 
You know 1 25 26 
It could potentially 1  1 
They seem 1  1 




The speaker’s proposal  1 1 
He talks/ says- They all 
say 
 3 3 
When you look at the 
math 
 1 1 
The/ an 
acknowledgment 
 2 2 
When you look at what 
Ronald Reagan did 
 1 1 
Certainly both the 
Speaker of the house 
and Senator 
McConnell know 
 1 1 
The Republicans/ you 
may 
 2 2 
They are more 
concerned about 
 1 1 
They are worried about  1 1 
We may be able to  1 1 
CEOs have mentioned  1 1 
Total 25 56 81 
2 Approximators a. Adaptors Somebody of 1  1 
One of the few 1  1 
Some of-some 4 14 18 
Many of-many 3  3 
A few 1  1 
Several 3  3 
Sometimes 1  1 
A series of 1  1 
More-Less 3 4 7 
None of 1  1 
Very 1 5 6 
Approach to  1 1 
Out of  1 1 
Worth of  5 5 
Like  2 2 
A lot of  9 9 
Verge of  1 1 
Enough-Not enough  3 3 
A little bit  2 2 
Pretty  2 2 
One of  4 4 
A half  1 1 
Above  1 1 
Kind of-Sort of  5 5 
Much  1 1 
Part of  1 1 
Total 20 62 82 
  b. Rounders …or… 1 5 6 
About  1 1 
In the range of  1 1 




Essentially  1 1 
A whole range of  1 1 
Around  1 1 
Total 1 10 11 
 
Finding the types of hedging devices used by Barrack Obama in his first presidential interviews, it is the 
time to clarify and discuss some of their interesting facts. First of all, let the researcher discuss Shields, specifically 
the Plausibility ones. From 61 plausibility shields uttered, “I think” was the most dominant hedging device uttered 
by the president. Specifically, it was uttered more frequently in the first interview (Data 1) than the second one 
(Data 2) .The president uttered this device 21 times in the first interview, and 14 times (including “I don’t think”) 
in the second one. It is safe to say that the president’s degree of doubtful in the second term first presidential 
interview was less decreased.    
Unlike Plausibility Shields, which were more frequently used in the first term-first presidential interview, 
Attribution Shields were more frequently uttered in the second one. From 81 Attribution Shields, 56 of them were 
uttered in second interview (Data 2). A closer look at the president’s choice of words, “You know” and “If we” 
were the most favorite devices uttered by the president. 25 items for “You know” and 10 items for “If we”.  They 
do clarify that, in the second presidency term, in answering the questions, President Obama preferred filling the 
pause via uttering the Attribution Shields of “You know” to showing his doubtful via Plausibility ones. Whether 
or not it is only a matter of an introductory phrase to fill the sentence pause, we are going to discuss it in the 
second part.  
Then, in discussing the first subclass of Approximators, Adaptors, “Some”-“Some of” were the most 
dominant hedging device used both in the first and second interview. This fact shows the president’s uncertainty 
to suit with non-prototypical conditions. To put it more specific, it can be clarified that, no matter what the 
questions were (politic or economic), the president had more intention to measure or judge a proposition via 
getting its class membership in a partial correctness, as in: 
 
And I think that what you will see over the next several years is that I'm not going to agree with 
everything that some Muslim leader may say, or what's on a television station in the Arab world. They 
were uttered 14 times in the second interview and 4 times in the first one …;  
I recognize that, in the first four years, my relationship with the business community sometimes was 
skewed, because we're trying to do some tough things like health care reform and most particularly 
around welfare - Wall Street reform and - and Dodd-Frank… . 
 
However, the researcher does not want to prejudge that it is a formula, just that looking at the other 
interviews (excluding the two interviews being analyzed), he likes measuring or judging a proposition in a partial 
correctness. It does clarify that politicians, specifically president Obama as the best representative, are hard to say 
a definite proposition if the exact data is unavailable or if they are sure that their receivers will not find any 
difficulty in finding the meaning. What the researcher wants to say is that even the speaker, let’s go back to 
president Obama’s interviews, did not know the exact Muslim leaders or the exact tough things, the receivers (the 
interviewer, the listeners, the audience) as a matter of fact did not find problem to catch the meaning. Then, that 
there was only 1 Rounder, “…or…”, uttered in the first interview as in:  
 
But if you look at the track record, as you say, America was not born as a colonial power, and that the 
same respect and partnership that America had with the Muslim world as recently as 20 or 30 years ago, 
there's no reason why we can't restore that. (See Appendix 1, Code: D1S88-Ro1). 
 
and that there were 10 Rounders uttered in the second interview, which was dominated by “…or…” as well, as in 
the following one, were also the other interesting facts about Approximators to be discussed:  
And then let's set up a process with a time certain, at the end of 2013 or the fall of 2013, where we work 
on tax reform, we loop at what loopholes and deductions both Democrats and Republicans are willing to 
close, and it's possible that we may be able to lower rates by broadening the base at that point. (See 
Appendix 2, Code: D2S64-Ro5). 





It seems safe to say that limiting the choice of items to convey a range of the unavailable exact data was 
his other way to ease the receivers catching the meaning and to solve his problem for not knowing the exact data.  
Comparing the first interview to the second one, no wonder if Adaptors and Rounders were more 
frequently uttered in the second interview than in the first one due to the economic topic. This is the very clear 
plausible reason for them to work in tandem with economic cases specifically to convey a range. 
In short, considering the “Middle East” (politic) and “Fiscal Cliff” (economic) topics in both interviews, 
a red line can be drawn: the interviewee is not a truth teller for considering the various epistemic items uttered to 
serve hedging. He hardly produces a sentence that is free of all kinds of indirectness, indetermination, 
approximation or vagueness. 
 
2. The Reasons Behind Hedging 
In this section, the researcher finds and discusses the reasons for selecting a certain hedging device in 
Obama’s first presidential interviews after being inaugurated as the 44th U.S president in 2009 and 2012. In 
working with this second part, for the purpose of this study, the researcher firstly formulated eight strategies 
employed to serve hedging. They were successfully formulated absolutely due to the preliminary analysis 
conducted. Those strategies employed to serve hedging are: Avoidance Strategy and Introductory phrases, 
Likelihood Modalities, Adverbs/ Adjectives, Sender-Receiver Solidarity, Hypothetical device, Epistemic 
Devices, Impersonal Attribution and Questions. 
 
a. Avoidance Strategy and Introductory Phrase 
As a starting point, comparing the overall questions to its answers, both the interviewer and interviewee 
have different strategies. The interviewer, on the one hand, mostly attempted to have a well-organized turn-talking 
model by limiting the options in front of the interviewee (yes/no questions). The interviewee, on the other hand, 
tried to almost always avoid direct answers by following the avoidance strategy as in: 
 
Hisham (1st Interviewer): … Will you be proposing ideas, pitching proposals, parameters, as one of 
your predecessors did? ...  
President Obama: Well, I think the most important thing is for the United States to get engaged right 
away …  
 
Goldman (2nd Interviewer): … When are you going to come back with a new offer? 
President Obama: Well, I think that, you know, we have the potential of getting a deal done, but it's 
going to require what I talked about during the campaign, which is a balanced, responsible approach to 
deficit reduction that can help give businesses certainty and make sure that the country grows …  
 
This, however, has led to the violation of the ‘Conditionally Relevant principle, which forms the heart of 
the adjacency pairs. As a result of this, the interviewee’s utterances were followed by an unexpected question 
from the interviewer. 
The above first examples indicate that the interviewee flouted the maxim of quantity by saying more than 
what is required. He purposely resorted to provide more information than is required to avoid the yes/no answer. 
This indicates that he disfavors direct answers. The rest parts of the answer also flout the maxim of relevance by 
providing a statement that has no relationship to the question  
Mostly, in flouting the maxims of quantity and relevance, the interviewee also realized the maxim of 
quality by uttering the empathetic introductory phrases such as “Well, I think” and “You know”. To investigate 
the reasons behind uttering them, the three following examples are declared. 
In uttering “I think”, as exemplified in the first following example, toward the moribund Israeli-
Palestinian peace negotiations, the interviewee actually serves a political aim: distancing his administration's 
policies from those of the previous one:  
 
Hisham: Will you be proposing ideas, pitching proposals, parameters, as one of your predecessors did? 




President Obama: Well, I think the most important thing is for the United States to get engaged right 
away . 
 
The main reason behind uttering the hedging device of “I think”, in this context, has something to do 
with modifying ideas that is different with his predecessor, president Bush. Although semantically it seems that 
he intended to only propose his opinion rather than just a fact, by looking at the overall context it is more than just 
an opinion. He tried to mitigate his claim, politeness, so, is one of many possible effects achieved. 
 
b. Likelihood Modalities 
Touching “maybe” as the likelihood modality above, let’s reveal it in deeper analysis by analyzing the 
following example: 
 
I think it is possible for us to see a Palestinian state -- I'm not going to put a time frame on it -- that is 
contiguous, that allows freedom of movement for its people, that allows for trade with other countries, 
that allows the creation of businesses and commerce so that people have a better life... 
 
Despite the Attribution Shield type and sender-receiver solidarity strategy, the researcher also included 
the likelihood modality strategy for “it is possible us”. However, the researcher would argue that the entire 
question-answer to give the entire context of this exchange,.  
Consequently, uttering the hedging device of “It is possible for us”, in this context, on one hand, is helpful 
to decrease the possibility of being criticized as he showing the receiver a degree of uncertainty has about the 
proposition. On the other hand, unfortunately, the use of “for us” might be unintentionally claimed as impolite, 
despite his intention to show politeness (sender-receiver solidarity of “us”), due to mitigating other speakers 
through inappropriate fact. 
 
c. Adverbs/ adjectives 
In discussing adverbs/adjectives strategy, as has been shortly discussed above, the researcher clarifies 
the other examples below: 
And so what I told him is start by listening, because all too often the United States starts by dictating -- 
in the past on some of these issues --and we don't always know all the factors that are involved... 
You know, he talks, for example, about $800 billion worth of revenues, but he says he's going to do that 
by lowering rates... 
 
Despite the numerous devices attributed to adverbs/ adjectives strategy for hedging, a red line can be 
drawn. All of them were uttered to request the receivers’ involvement, though the definite nominal is not 
mentioned, as the receivers will not find any difficulty to catch the intended meanings. 
 
d. Sender-Receiver Solidarity and Hypothetical Device  
Sender-Receiver Solidarity (we) and hypothetical device (if) are fused into one analysis for considering 
that “if we” was the most frequently hedges uttered after “you know”, as in: 
 
But if we start the steady progress on these issues, I'm absolutely confident that the United States -- 
working in tandem with the European Union, with Russia, with all the Arab states in the region -- I'm 
absolutely certain that we can make significant progress ... 
 
The main reason behind uttering “if we”, in this context, at that time got deal with the president’s struggle 
to protect himself against any possible criticism if proved wrong later on. Without attempting to judge him, just 
that even after knowing the opposite fact, the receivers, including the researcher, are consequently hard to blame 
him for considering that the proposition might be also interpreted as an opinion rather than a fact due to the 
hedging devices. 
 
e. Epistemic Modalities 




The following epistemic modality, as the example, was actually used to accompany the avoidance 
strategy,  
Well, here's what I think is important; I might not agree with every aspect of the proposal, but it took 
great courage...  
 
By uttering “I might not”, the interviewee wanted to show his estimation of the validity of propositional 
content. He expressed his uncertainty to disagree (might not agree/ almost agree) with his hypothetical state of 
affairs about every aspect of King Abdullah proposal and also his lowest certainty about the peace that can be 
pursued (the peace is hard pursued). The pragmatic function of “I might not agree” in “I might not agree with the 
proposal, but they take courage”, in this context, deals with the president’s struggle for protecting himself against 
any future possible criticism. Besides, it was uttered for mitigating his claim about the proposal.  
 
f. Impersonal Attribution 
A different phenomenon is found toward impersonal attribution strategy, as in: 
 
I think Hillary Clinton has expressed this in her confirmation, is that if we are looking at the region as a 
whole and communicating a message to the Arab world and the Muslim world, that we are ready to initiate 
a new partnership based on mutual respect and mutual interest, then I think that we can make significant 
progress 
 
Although the above device seems used to only strengthen the interviewee’s argument, it is actually used to 
also soften a criticism. He is not expressing hope, but rather he is criticizing the confirmation process in the first 
term that went in unexpected way. Drawing on the difference between the semantic or literal meaning and the 
pragmatic meaning, it seems that we are rapidly approaching the importance fact that different receivers may 
sometimes interpret one and the same text differently. This conveys that the interpretation of a text is never totally 
objective. As a result of this, the interviewer’s interpretation affects the message positively or negatively 
depending on his/her own understanding of the issue. 
 
g. Question 
The last phenomenon is attributed for Question strategy to serve hedging as in: 
 
And the bottom line in all these talks and all these conversations is, is a child in the Palestinian 
Territories going to be better off? Do they have a future for themselves? And is the child in Israel 
going to feel confident about his or her safety and security?.... 
 
Despite the question, the crucial point, in this context, is actually the indetermination and the mitigated 
message expressed. The question is used not only to hedge what is stated but also to draw the interviewer's 
attention to the real condition directly. The interviewee was not actually looking for information for his answer 
but rather he was actually trying to remind the public to the situation.  The question strategy was not only uttered 




There are two main types of hedges used in Barrack Obama’s first presidential interviews (2009 and 
2012) namely Shields and Approximators. This finding deals with Fraser’s statement that hedging is mainly 
manifested into Shields and Approximators. Shields refer to hedging devices that do not affect the truth condition 
but reflect the degree of speakers’ commitments to the truth value of the whole proposition. They are manifested 
into Plausibility Shields and Attribution Shields. Plausibility shields are used to show speakers’ own attitude 
towards a proposition. Then, Attribution Shields attribute the degree of uncertainty toward a proposition to another 
party. From 61 plausibility shields uttered, “I think” was the most dominant hedging device uttered by the 
president. Specifically, it was uttered more frequently in the first interview (Data 1) than the second one (Data 2) 
.The president uttered this device 21 times in the first interview, and 14 times (including “I don’t think”) in the 




second one. It conveys that the president’s degree of doubtful in the second term first presidential interview was 
less decrease.    
Unlike Plausibility Shields, which were more frequently used in the first term-first presidential interview, 
Attribution Shields were more frequently uttered in the second one. From 81 Attribution Shields, 56 of them were 
uttered in second interview (Data 2). A closer look at the president’s choice of words, “You know” and “If we” 
were the most favorite devices uttered by the president. 25 items for “You know” and 10 items for “If we”.  They 
do clarify that, in the second presidency term, in answering the questions, president Obama preferred filling the 
pause via uttering the Attribution Shields of “You know” to showing his doubtful via Plausibility ones. Whether 
or not it is only a matter of an introductory phrase to fill the sentence pause, we are going to discuss it in the 
second part.  
Approximators, then, refer to hedging devices that affect the truth condition of the proposition. 
Sometimes, they even change the meaning of the proposition. They are manifested into Adaptors and Rounders. 
Adaptors can be regarded as modifiers to suit a non-prototypical situation, Rounders indicate the inexact 
preciseness of terms. In discussing the first subclass of Approximators, Adaptors, “Some”-“Some of” were the 
most dominant hedging device used both in the first and second interview. This fact shows the president’s 
uncertainty to suit with non-prototypical conditions. To put it more specific, it can be clarified that, no matter 
what the questions were (politic or economic), the president had more intention to measure or judge a proposition 
via getting its class membership in a partial correctness.  
It does clarify that politicians, specifically Barrack Obama as the best representative, are hard to say a 
definite proposition if the exact data is unavailable or if they are sure that their receivers will not find any difficulty 
in finding the meaning. What the researcher wants to say is that even the speaker. 
Then, there was only 1 Rounder, “…or…”, uttered in the first interview and 10 Rounders uttered in the 
second interview, which was dominated by “…or…” as well. They reveal that limiting the choice of items to 
convey a range of the unavailable exact data was his other way to ease the receivers catching the meaning and to 
solve his problem for not knowing the exact data.  
Overall, comparing the first interview to the second one, no wonder if Adaptors and Rounders were more 
frequently uttered in the second interview than in the first one due to the economic topic. This is the very clear 
plausible reason for them to work in tandem with economic cases specifically to convey a range. 
Towards the first and second presidential interview, Obama tried to follow his rhetoric with genuine 
diplomacy. Genuine, for the first interview, in the sense that president Obama has tended to tell a much different 
kind of story involving real, historical characters whose destinies are not foreordained. In his story, what happens 
is a matter of history: what human beings decide to do with their circumstances. Of course, an important part of 
how people make history is how they use words and symbols to represent circumstances and motives to themselves 
and to one another. This is why he has very carefully steered clear of phrases. Words matter, and this is why 
Obama makes a pointed rhetorical effort in the interview via hedging with Al Arabiya to isolate jihadism as a 
specific phenomenon that is unrepresentative of, and peripheral to, the Muslim world.  
Also, he characterizes the problems of the Middle East not in terms of U.S. interests, but rather in 
diplomatic terms as a field of contention between a number of parties whose interests are legitimate but do not 
coincide. In other words, he doesn't view the Middle East through the narcissistic lens of a mythological war 
between good and evil whose outcome is inevitable. Instead, he represents the issues and conflicts of the Middle 
East as an ongoing story of competing interests. His words indicate not a belief in the inevitable victory of good 
over evil, but rather a belief in international politics: he argues that with attention, work, and diplomacy the 
competing interests and conflicting parties of the region can negotiate their differences without violence.  
Genuine, for the second interview, in the sense of his words, despite indicating criticism, are presented 
via hedging to serve politeness.  Also, to cover the unavailable exact data, he utters so many Approximators for 
protecting himself against any possible criticism if proved wrong later on. Above all, it is clarified that he likes to 
draw his receivers’ attention to the intended meanings, just like when he said, 
 
…the acknowledgment that if we're going to raise revenues that are sufficient to balance with the very 
tough cuts that we've already made and the further reforms in entitlements that I'm prepared to make, 
that we're going to have to see the rates on the top 2 percent go up. And we're not going to be able to get 
a deal without it… 




… You know, there's been a lot of talk that somehow we can raise $800 billion or $1 trillion worth of 
revenue just by closing loopholes and deductions, but a lot of your viewers understand that the only way 
to do that would be if you completely eliminated, for example, charitable deductions. Well, if you 
eliminated charitable deductions, that means every hospital and university and not-for-profit agency 
across the country would suddenly find themselves on the verge of collapse. So that's not a realistic 
option…..). 
 
These are only two of the other statements, which contain hedging, uttered to realize his receivers (the 
Republicans, CEOs and Americans of course) that it’s all about how important for all offers to move beyond their 
opening positions and reach agreement on a comprehensive plan which avoids the fiscal cliff and puts the debt on 
a clear downward path relative to the economy. 
The hedging devices in the second interview, overall, thus, do help the president to propose a rhetorical 
effort for strengthening how important to avert the so called “fiscal cliff”. He, for examples, often uttered the 
hypothetical device of “if” to convince his receivers that lowering rates for the wealthy and sticks the middle class 
with the bill takes promise. Also, uttering the adverbs/adjectives devices - Approximators - to rhetorically 
convince his receivers the fact that until the Republicans in Congress are willing to get serious about asking the 
wealthiest to pay slightly higher tax rates, Americans won't be able to achieve a significant, balanced approach to 
reduce the deficit the nation need.  
In essence, what Pyle stated in 1975 that ‘hedging is able to stem from the inner conflict between 
intention and desire’ (p.2) can be judged as a correct fact as being indirect is a mechanism for dealing with 
conflicting intentions and desires. The general form of the conflict is that the speaker wants to convey X for some 
reasons and he does not want to convey X for other reasons. By being indirect he can convey X in one sense but 
not in another. 
In short, the main reason behind using hedging as a rhetorical strategy is attributed to the struggle in 
attracting the receiver’s attention to situation whereby he/she can understand the intended message. Hedging, thus, 
is a powerful strategy to stem from the inner conflict between intention and desire. 
 
Conclusion 
In analyzing hedging types, this study found that Adaptors and Rounders were more frequently uttered 
in the second interview than in the first one due to the economic topic. Considering the political and economical 
topics in both interviews, a line can be drawn: Politicians are not a good truth teller for considering the various 
devices uttered to serve hedging. The subject of this study dislikes direct answers in most of his political actions, 
specifically in the first interviews. It, thus, conveys a fact that conversational and discourse strategies including 
Grice’s maxim’s are rarely adhered to in spoken political discourse. 
After analyzing the types, this study found various pragmatic functions, covering: devoiding the senders’ 
involvement, requesting the receivers’ involvement, avoiding direct criticism, mitigating claims, avoiding hurting 
others, protecting the sender against any possible criticism and expressing politeness.  
Overall, five findings are formulated. The first one deals with the fact that there is no limit to the linguistic 
expressions that can be considered as hedging devices. Then, conversational and discourse strategies including 
Grice’s maxim’s are rarely adhered to in spoken political discourse. Thirdly, hedging is able to stem from the 
inner conflict between intention and desire. Fourthly, politicians hardly produces a sentence that is free of all kinds 
of indirectness, indetermination, approximation or vagueness. The last one, the main reason behind using hedging 
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